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1 .  A l t h o u g h  a n  a g e n c y  may p r o p e r l y  decide 
t n a t  t h e  cost  o f  a t e c h n i c a l l y  s u p e r i o r  
proposal is so  h i g h  t h a t  s e l e c t i o n  of a 
lower Cost,  t e c h n i c a l l y  i n f e r i o r  
proposal w i l l  be more a d v a n t a y e o u s ,  
n o t w i t n s t a n d i n y  a n  RFP e v a l u a t i o n  
scheme i n  w h i c h  c o s t  is  s t a t ea  as b e i n g  
the l e a s t  i m p o r t a n t  c r i t e r i o n ,  s u c h  a 
s e l e c t i o n  m u s t  be supported by  a n  
e x t r e m e l y  s t r o n g  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  

2.  T n e  f a c t  t h a t  a proposal Scoreu a s  
b e i n g  n e a r l y  p e r f e c t  i n  terms of 
t e c h n i c a l  merit was more t h a n  50 
p e r c e n t  h i g h e r  i n  proposed cost  t h a n  
t h e  awaraee's markedly i n f e r i o r  
Eroposal d i d  n o t  by i t s e l f  preclude t h e  
a g e n c y  from s e l e c t i n g  t h e  superior  
pro9osal. A l t h o u g h  a n  a g e n c y  m u s t  
c o n s i c l e r  cos t  i n  a n e g o t i a t e d  p r o c u r e -  
m e n t ,  t h e  a g e n c y  here d e v i a t e d  from 
e s t a b l i s h e d  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  by 
c o n c l u d i n g  t h a t  t h e  superior  t e c h n i c a l  
jiierit of t h e  p ro t e s t e r ' s  o f f e r  d i d  n o t  
j u s t i f y  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  
e x p e n d i t u r e .  

DLI E n g i n e e r i n g  C o r p o r a t i o n  p ro t e s t s  t n e  award of 
a c o s t - p l u s - f  i x e d - f e e  c o n t r a c t  t o  I n t e g r a t e d  S y s t e m s  
A n a l y s t s ,  I n c .  (LSA) u n d e r  r e q u e s t  to r  proposals ( R E P )  
N o .  N00140-84-R-0191, i s s u e d  by t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of t ae  
Navy, N a v a l  S u p p l y  S y s t e m s  Cornmanu. T h e  p r o c u r e i n e n t  i s  
for t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of dn  es t imated 44,000 c o n t r a c t o r  
man-hours  of e n g i n e e r i n y  a n d  t e c h n i c a l  s e r v i c e s  o v e r  a 
t h r e e - y e a r  per iod,  i n  s u p p o r t  of t h e  N a v y ' s  d e v e l o p m e n t  
dnu i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of sur face  s h i p  l n a c h i n e r y  v i o r a t i o n  
m o n i t o r i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  a n d  procedures. 13~1 c o m p l a i n s  t h a t  
t h e  ivavy a i d  n o t  p r o p e r l y  e v a l u a t e  proposals  f r o m  a 
t e c h n i c a l / c o s t  s t a n d p o i n t  i n  a c c o r a a n c e  w i t h  t n e  RFP's 
s t a t ea  c r i t e r i a .  We s u s t a i n  t n e  p r o t e s t .  



background 

t h a t  respons ib le  o t f e r o r  whose o f f e r ,  conforming t o  the 
s o i i c i t a t i o n ,  is determinecl most aavantayeous t o  tne  
government, c o s t  ana o tne r  f a c t o r s  considered." T h e  
c r i t e r i a  for evaluat ion of proposals were set t o r t n  as 
tollows, w i t h  t h e  KFP s t a t i n g  t h a t  c r i t e r i a  ( 1 )  ana ( 2 )  
were o t  equal importance ana were the  most lrnportant 
c r i t e r i a ,  ana t h a t  c r i t e r i a  ( 3 ) ,  ( 4 ) ,  and ( 5 )  were l i s t e a  
i n  desce~ia in$  o rae r  o t  importance: 

Ishe RFF srovided t h a t  t ne  award woula De inade " t o  

( 1  ) corporate  pas t  experience; 
( 2 )  personnel (quan t i ty  and q u a l i t y  of 

a v a i l a o l e  personnel ) ;  
( 3 )  management ylan/approach; 
(4) con t rac to r  f d c i l i t i e s ;  and 
( 5 )  c o s t  dnu c o s t  real ism.  

The KFP f u r t h e r  proviaea: 

"Although c o s t  i s  t h e  l e a s t  irtiportdnt 
evdluat ion t a c t o r ,  i t  is an important 
f a c t o r  ana sriould not be ignored. Tne 
degree oL i t s  importance w i l l  incredse 
w i t h  the  a e j r e e  of e q u a l i t y  of t he  
proposdls i n  r e l d t i o n  t o  tne o tne r  
f a c t o r s  on which s e l e c t i o n  is  t o  be 
basea. Furthermore, c o s t s  w i l l  be 
evaluatea on tne  b a s i s  of c o s t  
realism. Cost real ism pe r td ins  t o  tne  
o t t e r o r ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  p r o j e c t  c o s t s  
w h i c h  dre  r e a l i s t i c  ana reasonaDle ana 
which i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the o t f e r o r  under- 
s t d n a s  t n e  nature  ana scope of W O K K  t o  
be performea. I' 

Otferors  were required t o  s u b m i t  t echnica l  ana cos t  
proposals.  The three  f i r m s  scoring tne niynest  a s  t h e  
r e s u l t  of the  Navy's i n i t i a l  t echnica l  r a t i n g  of proposals 
were a s  follows: 
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IJLI  
ROH, I n c .  
Ish 

Proposed 
'i'echn i ca 1 P o i n t s  c o s t - p l u s -  
( 1 u0 maxintuiri) f i x e d -  f e e  

96 
83 
7b 

$1,72&,&35 
1 ,G40,733 

867,&8U 

o i s c u s s i o n s  were t h e n  he l a  w i t h  t n e  c o r n p e t i t l v e  r a n y e  
o f f e r o r s ,  a n d  the Navy r e q u e s t e d  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of bes t  
and  f i n a i  o t t e r s .  Upon e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  r e v i s e d  
proposals s u b m i t t e d ,  b h i l e  mak iny  c e r t a i n  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  
t h e  r a t i n g s ,  t h e  idavy d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  t n e  r e l a t i v e  
s t a n a i n g  of t h e  three h i g h e s t  ra ted  o f f e r o r s  r e m a i n e d  t h e  
sdiiie, and  t h e  proposals were n o t  iuathematically rescorea 
i n  terms of: t e c h n i c a l  meri t .  However ,  t h e  N a v y ' s  
e v a l u a t o r s  f e l t  t h a t  D L I  had i n  f a c t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
i m p r o v e d  t h e  q u a l i t y  of i t s  o f f e r .  

T h e  best a n d  f i n a l  cost  proposals were as  follows: 

bL1 
R O h ,  InC .  
I S A  

$1,467,175 
1,093,091 

76 7,544 

T h e  i\ravy c o n c l u a e d  t h a t  t he re  were " i n e a n l n g f u l  
d i t f e r e n c e s "  i n  t h e  q u d l i t y  of t h e  t e c r i n i c a l  prOpOSalS, 
a n a  performed a t e c h n i c a l / c o s t  t radeot f  a n a l y s i s  t o  
exartl ine t h e  e t t e c t  of s u p e r i o r  t e c h n l c a l  q u a l i t y  011 t h e  
o v e r a l l  cos t  t o  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t .  The t.ci;ivy d e t e r m l n e a  t h a t  
s i n c e  l j L l  was the h i g h e s t  r a t ed  o f f e ro r ,  t h e  f i r n  w o u l a  
p r o v i d e  t h e  most e t f  i c i e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  a n u  t h a t  perform- 
a n c e  oy o t n e r  o t f e r o r s  would  n e c e s s i t a t e  a g r e c i t e r  con-  
t r ac to r  a n u  rjoverniirent man-hour  e t t o r t  to  c o m p e n s a t e  f o r  
t h e i r  lesser d e y r e e  o f  e f f i c i e n c y .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  t n e  
iuavy ' s  t e c h n i c a l / c o s t  t radeoff analysis, p e r f o r m a n c e  by 
e i tner  KOh or ISH woula e n t a i l ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  d t o t a l  of 
$201,213 a n d  8~43,406 i n  c o n t r a c t o r  and  g o v e r n m e n t  man- 
n o u r  costs  i n  aaclrtiori t o  t h e  c o s t - p l u s - f i x e d - f e e  a m o u n t s  
progosea i n  t h e  f i r m s '  be s t  a n d  f i n a l  o t f e r s .  

T h e  Navy a l s o  c o n c l u d e d  t n a t  ISA n a a  u n d e r e s t i m a t e d  
c e r t a i n  e l e m e n t s  i n  i t s  cos t  proposal,  s u c h  as o v e r h e a d  
a n a  y e n e r a l  a n d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  e x p e n s e ,  and  t h e  h a v y  
a c c o r a i n g l y  p e r f o r m e d  a cos t  rea l i sm ( " s h o u l d  cos t"  ) 

- 3 -  
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a n a l y s i s .  U n u e r  tnis a n a l y s i s ,  t n e  h a v y  d e t e r n i i n e a  t n a t  a 
r e a l i s t i c  c o s t - p l u s - f i x e a - f e e  a m o u n t  for ISA's b e s t  a n d  
t i n a l  cost  p r o p o s a l  s h o u l a  be $ 9 2 3 , 1 7 5 .  

AlthOUgtl t n e  i\ravy r e c o g n i z e d  t n e  s u p e r i o r  t e c h n i c a l  
iner i t  of OLI's otter, i t  was f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  s u p e r i o r i t y  
was n o t  e n o u g h  t o  j u s t i f y  a n  award t o  t h e  f i r m .  T h e  iqavy 
n o t e d  t h a t  ULI's b e s t  a n d  f i n a l  cost  proposal was more 
t h a n  $5uu,UOu h i g h e r  t n d n  1 3 ~ ' s  oes t  a n u  f i n a l  o r t e r  ( a s  
a a l u s t e d  f o r  cos t  real ism).  E u r t h e r ,  t h e  h a v y  d e t e r m i n e d  
t h a t  N u t i ' s  t e c h n i c a l  proposal ,  c o n s i d e r a b l y  i n f e r i o r  t o  
IJLL'S ,  was n o t  s u t f i c i e n t l y  s u p e r i o r  t o  ISA's t o  j u s t i f y  
a n  awara t o  t h e  f i r a i - -Huh ' s  b e s t  a n d  f i n a l  cos t  proposal 
was $170,000 h i g h e r  t h a n  Ibc i ' s  " s h o u l d  cost" o f f e r .  

'the f u a v y ' s  j u s t i r i c a t l o n  for s e l e c t i o n  of I S A  is 
l a r j e l j  f o u n d e d  on i t s  a e t e r m i n a t i o n  t h a t ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  
ISA's o f f e r  w a s  t e c h n i c a l l y  i n f e r i o r ,  t h i s  i n f e r i o r i t y  
c o u l u  t3e o v e r c o i n e  by t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of a d d i t i o n a l  
coritractor a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  m a n - h o u r s  i n  p e r f o r i n i n y  t h e  
work.  A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  Navy,  e v e n  when these estlmated 
a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t s  a re  addea t o  t h e  f i r m ' s  " S h o u l d  cost" 
D e s t  a n a  f i n a l  o f f e r ,  ttie t o t a l  a n t i c i p a t e d  g o v e r n n i e n t  
e x p e n a i t u r e  w o u l d  s t i l l  oe less  t h a n  DLI's bes t  a n d  f i n a l  
o t t e r :  

R e d i s t i c  C o s t  Impact 
C o s t - P l u s - F  i x e d - F e e  Estimate Tota l  

ULI +1,467,175 -U- $1,467,175 
HUH, Inc. l,OSt3,U91 $2U1,213 1,244,304 
Ish 923,175 243,406 1,166,581 

klence,  t h e  Navy c o n c l u d e d  t n a t  a n  award t o  I S A  wou ld  be 
most a d v d n t a y e o u s  t o  tile g o v e r n m e n t .  

LILI c o n t e n d s  t n a t  t h e  award to  IbA was iinproper 
b e c a u s e  t h e  h a v y  f a i l e a  t o  f o l l o w  t h e  e v a l u d t i o n  scheme 
e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  Kb'i?. T n e  firm p o i n t s  o u t  tilat ttle RFP 
c l e a r l y  provided t n a t  cos t ,  a l t h o u g h  i m p o r t a n t ,  was t h e  
l e a s t  i l n p r t d n t  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i o n ,  a n d  t h a t  i t s  
i i n p o r t a n c e  w o u l a  o n l y  i n c r e a s e  when t e c h n i c a l  proposals 
were j u d g e d  t o  be r e l a t i v e l y  e q u a l  i n  quality. D L l ,  
t he re to re ,  as5er ts  t n a t  t h e  Navy i m p e r m i s s i b l y  a l t e r ea  t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  scneme to  iudke cos t  t h e  most i l n p o r t a n t  t d C t O K t  
s i n c e  ISA's t e c n n i c d l  pro,osal a l w a y s  r e m a i n e d  markedly  
i n f e r i o r  to ~ ~ 1 ' s .  

- 4 -  
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Furthermore, DLI alleges that the Navy's cost realism 
analysis with respect to ISA's best and final cost pro- 
posal was erroneous, and that the Navy failed to downgrade 
ISA's offer on the basis that ISA's underestimation of 
costs indicated that the firm did not fully understand 
the nature and scope of tne RFP's requirements. 

DLI also alleges that ISA may have misrepresented its 
corporate past experience, one of the two most important 
evaluation criteria, as ISA's proposal apparently lists 
contracts successfully performed by the firm prior to the 
date of ISA's own corporate organization, and that the 
Navy's evaluators may have overlooked these discrepancles 
during the evaluation process. 

Analysis 

selection officials have broad discretion in determining 
the manner and extent to which they will make use of the 

In a negotiated procurement, the contracting agency's 

technical and cost evaluation results. Stewart C 
Stevenson Services, Inc., B-213949, Sept. 10, 1984, 84-2 
CPD 11 268. Cost/technical tradeoffs may be made", and the 
extent to which one may be sacrificed for the other is 
governed only by the tests of rationality and consistency 
with the established evaluation critieria. Grey 
Advertising, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1 1 1 1  (1976), 76-1 CPD 
41 325. Thus, we have upheld awards to nigher technically 
rated offerors with significantly nigher proposed costs 
because it was determined that the cost premium rnvolved 
was justified considering the significant technical supe- 
riority of the selected oEferor's proposal. R i g g i n s  & 
Williamson Machine Co., Inc., et al., 54 Comp. Gen. 783 
(19751, 75-1 CPD 11 168. Conversely, we have upheld awards 
to lower priced, lower technically scored offerors wnere 
it was determined that the cost premimum invalved in 
mdking an award to a higher rated, higher price0 offeror 
was not justified in view of the acceptable level of 
technical competence available at the lower cost. Grey 
Advertising, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1 1 1 1 ,  supra. 

Where the contracting agency has made a cost/techical 
tradeoff, the essential question is whetner the deter- 
mination to make an award to a particular contractor was 
reasonable in light of the RFP's expressed evaluation 
scheme. Haqer, Sharp & Abramson, Inc., B-201368, May 8, 
1981, 81-1 CPD Yl 365. In gystem Development Corp., 
B-213726, June 6, 1984, 84-1 CPD 11 605, we found an award 

- 5 -  
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to a higner technically rated, higher cost firm to have 
been improper where the awardee's offer was only scored 8 
points higher than tne protester's proposal (on a scale of 
100 possible points), but the awardee's proposed cost was 
more than 50 percent higher. In that case, while we 
recognized that the awardee's proposal was rated as being 
superior tecnnically, the record contained no justifi- 
cation for paying a much greater cost for a proposal only 
slightly better in terms of quality. We disputed the 
contracting officer's assertion that, where tne RFP's 
evaluation criteria do not assign a numerical weight to 
the overall cost of the proposal for evaluation, it need 
not be determined that technical rnerlt justifies the 
additional expenditure. We noted that the contracting 
officer's position was Lncorrect ana contrary to law, 
since 10 U.S.C. S 2304(g) (1982) expressly provided that 
cost must be afforded some consideration in negotiated 
procurements even where cost or price is stated as being 
of lesser importance than other evaluation criteria. 

On the other hand, in EPSCO, Inc., B-183816, Nov. 21, 
1975, 75-2 CPD 11 338, we questioned the propriety of 
selecting a lower priced, technically "average" proposal 
over competing proposals that were judged to be techni- 
cally superior where the RFP inaicated that price was only 
a secondary evaluation criterion. We noted that although 
a selection official could reasonably judge that the cost 
of a technically superior proposal is so n igh  that selec- 
tion of a lower priced, technically inferior proposal is 
justified, notwithstanding an evaluation scheme placing 
primary importance on technical considerations, such a 
selection would deviate from the established criteria and 
would have to be supported by "an extremely strong justi- 
fication." Id. at 10.  - 

The selection of I S A  is largely founded upon the 
Navy's determination that the technical inferiority of 
ISA's offer can be overcome by an additional contractor 
and government man-hour efEort, and that these estimated 
increased costs, when added to I S A ' s  "should cost" 
best and final offer, do not approach the cost of DLI's 
superior offer. However, we do not believe that an in- 
creased man-hour effort necessarily means that I S A ' s  
technical inferiority will be obviated. 

- 6 -  
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In this regard,' tne Navy's evaluators determined that 
DLI's revised proposal featured several innovations in its 
technical approach to meet the agency's needs. 
Significantly, the evaluators noted that: 

"DLI is the only offeror to recognize 
and address the fact that erroneous 
repair recommendations will lead to 
unnecessary expenditures . . . in 
dollar amounts which far exceed the 
total amount of this contract. Such 
high stakes make it Imperative chat the 
selected contractor provide a fully 
documented and substantlated tecnnical 
approach in which the Navy can be 
confident of minimum error in repair 
recommendations. Toward this end, DLI 
has developed a sophisticated pickup 
identification bar coding technique and 
an Autogain Signal Conditioning 
process, both of which greatly reduce 
possibilities for incorrect data 
acquisition through recording informa- 
tion logging and instrumentation 
vdriables. These considerations were 
not addressed in any other proposals, 
nor are similar capabilities known to 
be available from the other offerors." 

We fail to see how I S A  will be able to perform on a 
qualitatively similar basis simply because the firm may 
be allowed additional man-hours to s a t i s f y  the agency's 
requirements. As tne record shows, the superior merit of 
DLI's proposal stems not merely from DLI's anticipated 
greater efficiency, but, more importantly, from tne 
uniqueness of the firm's technical approach. Hence, it 
is our view that the underlying premise for the Navy's 
technical/cost tradeoff analysis is subject to question. 

The contracting officer's stated position is that 
an award to DLI would be justified if the firm's proposed 
costs were 30 percent or even 40 percent higher than 
ISA's, but that the technical merit of DLI's offer did not 

- 7 -  
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j u s t i t y  an award where the cos t  d i f t e r e n t i d l  was w r e  tnan 
5 u  percent .  I n  our view, such a d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  a r b i t r a r y .  
Altnougn t h e  havy heavily r e l i e s  upon our dec is ion  i n  
bystem Development Corp., B-213726,  supra, a s  support tor 
t n i s  p o s i t i o n ,  we poinc out  t h a t  our holaing i n  t h a t  case 
was based on the f a c t  t h a t  t he  awardee's cos t  was more 
than ~ I I  percent  nigher ,  b u t  t h a t  i t s  technica l  proposal 
was scored only 8 po in t s  higher .  here, we emphasize t h a t  
tnere  was a t  l e a s t  a 20 poin t  technica l  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
between u L I ' s  and I b A ' s  o t t e r s  d t  a l l  times--in essence, 
D L I ' s  proposal was rated a s  nearly p e r f e c t  i n  t e r m  or 
t echnica l  mer i t ,  whereas ISA's o f f e r ,  altnough acceptable ,  
was, a t  nes t ,  merely "average." LPSCO, Inc. ,  6 - l & j ~ l b ,  
supra. (The mean technica l  score  upon i n i t i a l  proposal 
evaluat ion was, i n  t d c t ,  77 p o i n t s . )  be bel ieve t h a t  
t he  Lhavy has mistakenly r e l i e d  upon our dec is ion  i n  
system uevelopment Corp. i n t o  assuming t h a t  a cos t  d i i -  
t e r e n t i a l  ut t h a t  maynituae by i t s e l t  precluues se l ec t ion  
o t  d n  o f f e r o r  whose tecnriical  proposdl i s  s i g n i r i c a n t l y  
su2e r io r .  I n  t h i s  regard,  i t  i s  well  s e t t l e d  t h a t  where 
dn  tWP c l e a r l y  ass igns  g r e a t e r  w e i g n t  t o  technica l  c r i -  
t e r i a  than to  c o s t ,  i t  is improper t o  r e j e c t  d t echnica l ly  
super ior  proposal simply Decause a n  i n f e r i o r  proposal 
o f r e r s  a b e t t e r  p r i c e .  Applied Financial  Analysis,  Lta. ,  
b-93433b.2, Hug.  l b ,  1974,  79-2 cru 71 1 1 3 .  

Eurtner,nore, w i t h  r e s s e c t  t o  trie cos t  i s sue ,  L J L I ' s  
bes t  dnu  f i n a l  proposea c o s t  was c l e a r l y  more i n  l i n e  
w i t h  t h e  o tner  cos t  proposals t n d n  vids Ish's. Ibn's 
o f f e r  exceptea,  t h e  bes t  dnd  f i n a l  cos t  o f f e r s  ranyea 

h i g h e s t ) .  Therefore,  t he  50 percent  cos t  a i f f e r e n t i a l  a t  
i s sue  here coula r e r i e c t  ISH'S underestimation of the 
e f t o r t  needeu to  perform the  work r a t h e r  than any unaue 
preiiiiuln t o r  ULI'S t ecnnica l  s u p e r i o r i t y .  

f rOl f l  $ ' 1 , 0 3 3 , b Y l  t o  $ 1 , 4 8 9 , 5 2 3 ,  ( U L I ' S  Orfer W d S  f l O t  the  

he recoynize t h a t  tecnnica l  point  scores  a r e  merely 
guiues  Lor decision-making by source s e l e c t i o n  otf i c i a l s  
wnose respons iDi l i ty  i t  is  t o  deterlnine whether technica l  
po in t  aavantayes a r e  worth the  cos t  t h a t  r n i y n t  be asso- 
c i a t ed  ~ i t h  a nigher scorea proposal.  SOTAC, Inc. ,  62 
Comp. Gen. 5 7 7  ( 1 ~ 8 3 ) ,  b3 -2  C P D  91 121. Here, nowever, 
t he re  is  nothing i n  tlle recora t o  suggest t h a t  the con- 
t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r  d i d  not agree w i t h  tne  technica l  scoring 
or  otherb iae  concluaea t h a t  t n e  po in t  d i r f e r e n t i a l  was 

- & -  
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not a c l e a r  and accurate  ina i ca t ion  of tile s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
super ior  iiierit of oLI's innovative proposal.  I n  t a c t ,  
a s  a l reaay  ina i ca t ed ,  tne  iuavy's r epor t  s t a t e s  t h a t  the 
cont rac t ing  o f f i c e r  aeteririinea t h a t  there  were "meaningful 
d i t r e rences"  in t ecnnica l  q u a l i t y  between t h e  proposals.  

W e  emphasize t h a t  t h e  RFP's s t a t e u  evaluat ion scheme 
provided t h a t  c o s t  was of secondary importance t o  t e c h -  
n i c a l  cons iuera t ions ,  and t h a t  the  degree of i t s  irnpor- 
tance would be conditioriecr by the  aegree of technica l  
equa l i ty  of the  proposals.  Sirice DLI's proposal was 
always viewed d s  markeuly supe r io r ,  t h e  cont rac t ing  
o f t i c e r  e s s e n t i a l l y  abusecr his u i s c r e t i o n  by placiny 
2rimary importance on c o s t  i n  s e l e c t i n g  I S A  f o r  the award 
absent d coinpelling ] u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  h i s  a c t ion .  EPSCO, 
Inc . ,  '6-183816, supra. 

Therefore, because the  tuavy's devia t ion  from t h e  
W P ' s  s t a t e d  evaluat ion scheme has not been ~ u s t i f i e a ,  
c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ion  is  warranted. 
I n a u s t r i e s  Corls., B-183816. Uec. 31 ,  1 9 7 5 ,  75-2 CYL) 

- See Izepublic Electronic  
~~ _ .  

L .  

11 41b.  By s e p r a t e  l e t t e r  of toaay, we a r e  recommending 
t o  the Secre ta ry  of the Navy t n a t  t h e  source s e l e c t i o n  be 
reconsiaered cons i s t en t  w i t h  t h e  evaluat ion c r i t e r i a .  If 
i ) ~ I ( s  proposed c o s t s  a r e  determined t o  be reasonaole,  t h e  
iiavy stlould consider  t h e  f e a s i o i l i t y  of terminating the  
present  Contract w i t h  1 5 ~  f o r  the  convenience of the  
government and awarding t n e  balance of the  requirement t o  
GLL. bee System bevelopment Gorp., B-2137L0, supra,  84-1 
CPD 11 b o 5  d t  4 .  because of our tecormnendation t h a t  
co r rec t ive  dc t ion  D e  talten, we neea not adaress  tile o tner  
issues s e t  f o r t h  i n  U L I ' s  p r o t e s t .  

The p r o t e s t  is sus ta ined .  

Acting Camp t r o l l  e r ce n d r  a 1 
of the  Unitea S td t e s  




